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ABSTRACT 



This paper traces the development of guidelines to help 
education instructors effectively evaluate and provide guided practice for 
student teachers as they reflect on their professional work. The University 
of Wisconsin River Falls requires student teachers to videotape their 
teaching experiences, then reflect on how, why, and where they meet Wisconsin 
learning outcomes and standards with the videotaped assignments. Students 
must reflect on how to change and improve their instruction and establish 
goals for professional development. Instructor feedback on students' 
reflections is an important part of the effort. Researchers reviewed and 
ranked five preservice teachers' videotaped teaching and reflections. This 
led to levels of reflection rubric, which divided reflections into high, 
medium, and low levels. Three students were then assisted with their 
reflections as they viewed their videotapes, and they engaged in a dialogue 
about their teaching. New insights gained by the three guided practice 
sessions included the need to provide instruction on videotaping, guidelines 
for editing and reflecting, and instructors' need to provide developmentally 
appropriate reflective assessments and accompanying assessments. A 
three-stage developmental model for reflective practitioners emerged which 
applies the six levels of Bloom's Taxonomy and includes the Ten Wisconsin 
Teaching Standards. Videotape Reflection Feedback Form (rubric for enhancing 
peer dialogues or faculty assessments of reflective practice) and the same 
rubric reduced to reflect this assignment are appended. (Contains 20 
references.) (SM) 
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Abstract 



The work herein traces the development of guidelines for education instructors to 
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effectively evaluate and provide guided practice for preservice and student 
teachers as these novices reflect on their professional work The concluding 
product is a flexible rubric that combines the ten Wisconsin Teacher Standards 
with Bloom ’s taxonomy and can be altered to fit the needs of preservice teachers, 



student teachers and instructors alike. 



Introduction 

J 

One theme that currently pervades teacher preparation is the goal for preservice and 
inservice teachers to become reflective practitioners. Expectations that teacher education 
programs demonstrate teaching effectiveness and learner outcomes through portfolios which 
demonstrate reflective practice have prompted many teacher preparation programs in Wisconsin 
to shift from paper driven portfolios to electronic portfolios. The electronic portfolio allows for 
actual classroom performances captured on videotapes to be submitted as evidence of 
performance outeomes. 

Currently, students in the teacher preparation program at the University of Wisconsin- 
River Falls are expected to capture their teaching experience on videotape in several benchmark 
assignments. Subsequently, they are required to reflect on how, why, and where they met the 
learning outcomes and Wisconsin Teacher Standards with the videotaped assignments. Students 



are also required to reflect on how they might change and improve their instruction as well as 




establish goals for their professional development. This requirement is in keeping with the 
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constructivist conceptual framework as well as Schon’s assertion (1987) that an effective 
experience needs to be culminated by a “dialogue between coach and student.” 

Instructors assign various projects suitable for electronic portfolios and have developed 
several different forms of feedback and assessment for these course driven artifacts. Instructors 
are searching for a more systematic method for providing feedback to preservice and inservice 
teachers which would help students focus on reflection as a professional development skill. 
Instructors have also expressed the need to have peers (other students) involved in the feedback 
process.. 

Throughout the teacher preparation program, instructors work closely with the preservice 
and student teachers in actual classroom environments. Early field experiences provide 
opportunities for teacher candidates to reflect on their practice throughout the program. 

Providing feedback on students’ reflections is difficult without the students’ knowledge and 
understanding of the criteria for evaluation. 

Instructor feedback should ideally be connected to prior learning and consistent in order 
to enhance the developmental process of reflection. Students should also be aware of differences 
between novice and expert reflections. Instructors need help demonstrating that experience 
shapes and changes the focus, depth, and breadth of the reflection as novices develop the 
knowledge, skills, and dispositions necessary for quality reflective practice. This project was 
driven by all of the aforementioned needs to develop a method and mechanism for providing 
students with feedback on their reflections derived from videotaped teaching experiences. 

Project Development 

Literature Review 

The notion of the teacher as a reflective practitioner has gained great momentum since 
Dewey’s initial assertion that teachers needed to develop “cultural reflection.” Dewey defined 



reflection as “an active, persistent, and carefiil consideration of any belief or supposed form of 
knowledge in light of the grounds supporting it and fiiture conclusions to which it tends” (1933). 
A more recent definition provided in an educational psychology textbook (Eggen «& JCauchak, 
1997) describes reflective teaching as: “An approach to teaching characterized by a thorough 
understanding of students, the way they learn, what motivates them, and continual introspection 
about the most efficient ways of organizing and implementing instruction.” The portfolio has 
been recently adopted by many programs as a means of evaluating students’ progress as 
reflective practitioners (Peters, 2000). This method of both assessing and demonstrating 
outcomes has been widely accepted in teacher preparation programs nationally (Campbell, 
Melenyzer, Nettles, & Wyman, 2000) and internationally (Ahlstrand & Nilsson, 1999). 

Researchers have demonstrated that some guidance, along with a collection of expert 
teaching episodes (either audio or video) as examples are essential elements for student teachers 
if they are to become adept at their reflective practice (Harris & Wear, 1993; Hole & McEntee, 
1999). We also know that a dialogue, either with peers, a cooperating teacher, or a university 
instructor, fiirther enhances the likelihood that students will engage in "deliberation, 
confrontation and critical inquiry" (Clark, 2001). Therefore, it is important for students to also 
talk about their professional growth with a critical friend. Evaluation of the reflective portfolio 

could be an initial opportunity for students to engage in conversations with instructors or each 

» 

other to improve their reflective skills. 

However, there is very little evidence that a valid and reliable method exists for 
evaluating or measuring "reflection" as a psychological construct. Journal writing has been 
documented as a means for providing a record of teacher candidates’ development (Zeichner & 
Liston, 1987). Sometimes students are given lists of questions to guide their journal writing, or 
are given step-by-step procedures for collecting and explaining the portfolio artifacts and 



evidence (Lyons, 1998). But students are frequently unaware of how their actual reflections will 
be evaluated. 

One system of evaluation (Webster & Byrne, 1994) described the expectations for 
reflection by student teachers to be; 

1 . Acting on the advice and feedback of colleagues. 

2. Reflecting on their own practice to improve the quality of teaching and learning. 

3. Displaying evidence of developing a personal philosophy of education. 

While these expectations are similar to some of the outcomes described in the Wisconsin 
Teacher Standards, they lack specificity of criteria for distinguishing between an excellent versus 
unsatisfactory reflection. Another developmental model suggested by Van Manen (1977) 
presents the outcomes for three levels of reflection: 

1 . Concern with classroom management and meeting the objective. 

2. Concentration on the relationship between theory and practice. 

3. Connection between the microcosm of the classroom and the broader setting. 

A distinction is apparent here in the breadth and depth of cognitive processing as the student 
niay move from merely examining the confines of the classroom (level one) to seeing the 
classroom as an extension of the neighborhood, the nation, and the global community (level 
three). There are also some recognizable similarities to Bloom’s Taxonomy of cognitive 
processing. 

Danielson (1996) has identified four domains of teaching responsibilities in her 
Framework for Professional Practice: planning and preparation, classroom environment, 
instruction, and professional responsibilities. “Reflecting on teaching” is one component within 
the Professional Responsibilities domain. To assess the experienced teacher’s reflection, 
Danielson poses four questions on a “reflection sheet,” and then evaluates the teacher’s 



responses with regard to two elements: “accuracy” and “use in future teaching” (p. 107). 
Danielson provides a rubric for this assessment which makes distinctions (through the use of 
examples) between four levels of performance: “unsatisfactory, basic, proficient, and 
distinguished” (Danielson, 1996). 

The levels of performance that Danielson (1996) describes are helpful, but may be 
inappropriate for some inexperienced or novice teachers. The category labeled "unsatisfactory" 
may, in fact, be descriptive of an inexperienced teacher’s response to initial inquiries related to 
their videotaped segments. The descriptors seem too vague to provide the much-needed 
scaffolding to improve reflective practice for a beginner. Danielson's rubric does, however, 
provide an interesting and worthwhile model for experienced teachers and is used by many 
programs to prepare teachers for National Board Certification. 

Despite the abundance of evidence supporting the value of reflection for preservice and 
inservice teachers, there is limited research that establishes guidelines for evaluating reflection 
during the early stages of development. By comparing the differences between expert and 
novice reflection, a developmental model was developed that establishes a starting point for 
evaluating and guiding early reflections. This model is intended to give students (and instructors) 
a clearer picture for how they might improve reflective skills. The developmental model is 
followed by a flexible assessment rubric. Instructors may use both the model and the rubric to 
review relevant field-based assignments and their resultant performance outcomes. These 
artifacts become evidence in the electronic reflective portfolio. 

Phase I: Levels of Reflection 

The initial activity involved reviewing videotapes of five preservice teachers who had 
videotaped themselves teaching a science lesson and later reflected on their teaching episode. 
Their reflections were also captured on tape. Two reviewers observed the edited videotapes 




O 



5 



which included the teaching episodes and the preservice teachers sharing their reflections of the 
teaching with their peers (Pepi, 2001). The reviewers examined the preservice teachers’ 
videotapes and then individually ranked them based on overall performance. Ranking the five 
reflective videotapes and providing a rationale for the differences led to this initial "Levels of 
Reflection" rubric. The reviewers’ individual rankings of the five videotapes were practically 
identical. Because the videos revealed actual student-to-student conversations, the real range of 
skills that the preservice teachers demonstrated was captured. The reflections could easily be 
divided into three levels. 



Levels of Reflection 


High 


Middle 


Low 


“My classroom management 
includes more praise than 
punishment.” 


“The next time I teach this I 
would increase the time for small 
group activity.” 


"It went okay." 


“I can see how this math lesson 
can be integrated with science.” 


“I need to improve the way I 
measure student learning at the 
end of the lesson.” 


"It didn't go so well." 


“For the first time I saw the 
lesson from the student’s point of 
view and not the teacher’s.” 


“The students did not understand 
the ‘law of inertia’ from this 
lesson.” 


"Things didn't work out like 
I planned." 






(Crotty & Allyn, 2001) 
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Phase II: Guided Reflection Sessions 

After the initial work to establish levels of reflection, three different students were 
assisted with their reflections as they viewed their videotaped teaching episodes. These students’ 
levels of experience included a student teacher, one midway through a preteaching immersion 
experience, and one begiiming her first field experience. The individual sessions all began with 
the following questions to guide the discussion: 

1 . Tell me what you thought was significant in this tape and why. 

2. Can you show me examples of how you believe you acted, thought, or talked like the 
teacher you would like to become? 

3. How would you improve this lesson and why? 

4. What did you learn about planning in this lesson? 

5. What would you like to accomplish with this video and this session? 

6. Do you have an electronic portfolio? 

(These questions were derived in part from a set of questions located during the literature 
review in a text written by Roe & Ross, 1994.) 

In each of the before mentioned sessions, students were able to engage in a dialogue about 
their teaching. Two out of the three students felt that the tape they reviewed would not be the 
videotape they would include in their portfolio. While they learned a great deal about the 
technical aspects of taping with regard to the quality of picture and sound, they indicated that 
they would rather capture a better teaching episode for their electronic portfolio. Not 
surprisingly, of the three students, the student teacher had both the best quality video and the 
highest level of reflection. 



The new insights gained by the three guided practice sessions included 1) the need to provide 
instruction on videotaping, 2) guidelines for editing as well as reflecting and 3) instructors need 
to provide reflective assessments and accompanying assessments that are developmentally 
appropriate. 

Students should be given a great deal of guidance before they even begin taping their 
teaching episodes. They need specific instructions on the types of interactions to attempt to 
capture. Directions for equipment use and set-up need to be explicit for a high quality video. 
This equipment must also be made readily available and be in good working condition. 

Because watching each tape in its entirety would not be possible for an entire class with 
multiple sections, students need guidelines for editing as well as reflecting. Students should be 
encouraged to create shorter teaching video segments. While three minutes may be a very long 
video segment for a portfolio, it may not be enough to get the context of an entire lesson. 
Students may need to voice-over some video segments to establish the classroom context as well 
as reflect on the shorter segments they’ve chosen as evidence. 

Not all students are at the same level of reflection and this may be due to the range of 
opportunities provided for students to both teach and reflect. Instructors need to take this into 
consideration as they design reflective assignments and accompanying assessments. 

An Expanded Developmental Model 

By comparing our initial “Levels of Reflection Rubric” with richer descriptions 
(Campbell et al., 2000; Danielson, 1996) and case studies (Schon, 1991) referred to in the 
literature, a developmental model for the reflective practitioner emerged. The reflective 
performances were placed in order corresponding to Bloom’s Taxonomy of Levels of learning 
(Bloom, 1956). Bloom’s Taxonomy is typically introduced to the students early in their teacher 
preparation program. The taxonomy provides a systematic method for students to think about 
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lesson plan objectives, questions teachers ask, and types of assessments. It is introduced here to 

\ 

encourage students and instructors to think about reflective performances as outcomes at 
different cognitive levels. The objective is to help students reach higher levels of reflection as a 
cognitive process. 

Depicted below is a three stage developmental model which shows growth from a beginner 
to a more experienced reflective practitioner. This includes three stages of reflection, each with 
six types of performances that are linked to Bloom's levels of cognitive outcomes. 



A Beginner Reflective Practitioner 

(cognitive level) 

Knowledge 1 . Briefly describes the relevance of the evidence or artifact; 

Conprehension ... 2. Demonstrates an imderstanding of student development and 

relevant instructional plans; 

Application 3. Connects college coursework concepts with practical 

classroom applications; 

Analysis 4. Shows evidence of taking a teacher's perspective. 

Synthesis 5. Establishes short term goals based upon perceived 



strengths and weaknesses; 

Evaluation 6. Includes an awareness of their own professional 

development as a teacher. 

An Intermediate Reflective Practitioner 

(cognitive level) 



Knowledge 1 . Supports and clarifies new imderstanding with evidence; 

Comprehension ... 2. Examines and recommends varied instructional strategies as 

a result of assessing student needs; 
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Application 3. Demonstrates an awareness of teaching and learning theory 

through classroom application examples; 

Analysis 4. Shows ability to take multiple perspectives (teachers', 

parents', students' and principals'); 

Synthesis 5. Establishes professional goals for teaching and learning; 

Evaluation 6. Includes references to feedback from other professionals 

(colleagues) about their own teaching. 

An Expert Reflective Practitioner 

(cognitive level) 

Knowledge 1 . Supports insight, creativity and understanding with evidence 

and artifacts; 

Comprehension 2. Demonstrates an in depth understanding of pedagogical 

theory, subject matter and student development and uses correct 
terminology throughout; 

Application 3. Assists or mentors other teachers; 

Analysis 4. Includes multiple perspectives (personal, professional, 

political and philosophical) of individuals and society; 

Synthesis 5. Establishes long-term goals and commitment to profession; 

Evaluation 6. Includes instances of giving and getting feedback from 

colleagues. 

(Crotty,2001) 

Reflective Feedback Rubric 

The new rubric (Appendix A) reflects the developmental stages of reflection with the 



application of the six levels of Bloom's Taxonomy: knowledge, comprehension, application, 
analysis, synthesis and evaluation (Bloom, 1956). The rubric also includes the Ten Wisconsin 



Teacher Standards. While only eight of the Wisconsin Teaching Standards seem directly 
connected to the actual act of teaching and are more readily observable, self-evaluation and 
professional growth are included to assist the students in reflecting on all aspects of the 
profession. 

The rubric is an assessment tool that can be adapted to meet the needs of the instructor. It 
is easily modified with the software (Microsoft Word) with which it was created. For example, 
when an instructor is working with a begiiming reflective practitioner, the objectives of the 
assignment might only require two standards. Subsequently, the expectations for the student are 
to reflect at the early cognitive levels of Bloom’s taxonomy. The rubric (Appendix B) is then 
reduced to reflect this particular assignment. 

Students and instructors should already have femiliarity with both the Ten Wisconsin 
Teacher Standards and Bloom's Taxonomy. Understanding both would be a prerequisite for 
using this rubric. Bloom's taxonomy provides the scaffolding necessary for student progress. 
Students can more readily connect their knowledge and understanding of higher levels of 
cognitive outcomes with their own reflective performance. The rubric may have many more 
uses: 

1 . Faculty can use the taxonomy to think about course assignments that are designed to 
build competencies which students are required to demonstrate and reflect upon 
during and after their teaching. Faculty can provide examples within a more focused 
rubric (Appendix B) to meet their individual needs. Course objectives will be more 
easily cormected to outcome assessments. 

2. Students could use the rubric to track their professional growth within each 
Wisconsin standard. They can easily begin to structure their portfolio aroimd the 
standards, while documenting various types of reflections. 



3. Students should be able to see how important clear objectives are for teaching and 
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learning. That is, they will see first hand how course objectives are connected to their 
field based assignments and reflections. 

4. Faculty could use this system to establish peer review guidelines. Students can give 
each other feedback as an initial evaluation. 



O 

ERIC 



13 



12 



References 



Ahlstrand, E., & Nilsson, K. (1999). Preparing to become a reflective practitioner. A 

Swedish Perspective. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Education 
Research Association, Montreal, Canada. 

Bloom, B. (1956). Taxonomy of Educational Objectives. Handbookl: Cognitive 
Domain. New York: McKay. 

Campbell, D.M., Melenyzer, B.J., Nettles, D.H., & Wyman, Jr., R.M. (2000). Portfolio and 
Performance Assessment in Teacher Education. Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 

Clark, C.M. (2001). Talking Shop. Authentic Conversation and Teacher Learning., 

New York, Teachers College Press. 

Crotty, T. (2001). A developmental model of reflection as a cognitive outcome. 

Danielson, C. (\996)._Enhancing Professional Practice: A Framework for Teaching. 

ASCD, Alexandria, Virginia. 

Dewey, J. (1933). How We Think. Lexington, Massachusetts: Heath. 

Eggen, P, & Kauchak, D. (1997). Educational Psychology, Windows on Classrooms (fj^. ed.). 

Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Merrill. 

Harris, J.C. & Wear, S.B. (1993). Creating the reflective practitioner: sources and 

causes of student teaching deviation from planned lessons. Paper presented at 
Aimual Meeting of the Mid-South Educational Research Association, New 
Orleans, LA. 

Hole, S., & McEntee, G.E. (1999). Reflection is at the heart of practice. 

Educational Leadership. 2>A-2>1 

Lyons, N. (1998). With Portfolio in Hand. New York: Teacher College Press. 

Pepi (2001). Personal communication. 






Peters, W. (2000). Through the looking-glass portfolio: the journey of pre-service 

teachers in becoming reflective practitioners. Paper presented at the meeting 
of the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, LA. 

Roe, B.D. and Ross, E.P. (1994) Student Teaching and Field Experiences Handbook, 

New York: MacMillan Publishing 

Schon, D. (1983). The Reflective Practitioner. San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass. 

Schon, D. (Ed.). (1991). The Reflective Turn. New York: Teachers College Press. 

Van Manen, M. (1977), Linking ways of knowing with ways of being practical Curriculum 
Inquiry, 6, 205-228. 

Webster, V., & Byrne, C. (1994). Grading the practicum. Paper presented at the Annual 

Conference of the Australian Teacher Education Association. Brisbane, Queensland, 
Australia. 

Wenzlafif, T. (1994). Training the student to be a reflective practitioner. Education. 115, 
278-288. 

Zeichner, K.M., and Liston, D.P. (1987). Teaching student teachers to reflect. Harvard 
Educational Review, 57, 23-48. 




X 



14 



< 

X 

• MM 

-o 

c 

0 ) 

Q. 

Q. 

< 







c 


CD 


£ 




E 

3 


0 


•c 

TO 


TO 

0 


c 

TO 


E 


TO 

3 


0 


C 

TO 


E 


X 




CO 


!2 


CD 


(D 


TO 


TO 




■Q 


2 


> 

111 


(0 

3 


TO 


3 




UJ 




o3 





CO 

E 

o 

O 

0) 

> 



O) 

o 

o 

0) 



0) 

o 

c 

0) 

0) 

Q. 

E 

o 

o 

tf) 

B 

2 

w 

c 

o 

E 

0) 

■D 



O 

0) 

0) 



(0 ^ 

■s 0 ) ^ 

CO c 45 
® w o 
£ 3 £ 

C ^ 0 

>% g> E 
CO <5 ^ 



(0 M- 

co ol o 

® c 5 « £ ■? 

— 5 o g 

<0 0 ) .9 

5 - ® E 

^ P CD 



r X M 



oy 

Q) c 

CO N O 

^ ro -s 

" t: TO 

0.^3 

Q. <D CO 
< O) 



O 

'to 



o> 

c ^ 
^ to 
c c 
iS TO 
TO 



- 5 

£ c 

£ O ^ 

“■ i E ® 

o ^ =’ 

o 



TO 

Q. 

X 



SL « ^ 

o CO 
CD TO 

TO Q_ 

I Si 

^ £ o- 



0) *0 
^ o 



o <« S 

2 4 : -o S 

^ TO jS c 

O O CO O 

•2 S E 'S. 
€2 « g 

< > E TO 

,U| 8 S 

£ TO = 

h“ >3 

5 



£ 

CB 



O 

TO 

‘S 

3 

CO 



o 

TO 



2 

c 

TO 

E 

a 

0 

TO 

> 

TO 

Q 

01 



TO 

TO 

O 

c 

2 

£ 



CO 

3 

> 

-B 

c 

CO 



TO 

TO 

O) 

£ 

2 

CO 

To 

c 

o 

o 

3 

TO 



TO 

E 

TO 

O) 

CO 

c 

CB 

S 

E 

o 

o 

TO 

TO 

TO 

O 

U> 



TO 

TO 

3 

CTl 



CTO 

C 

'E 

c 

TO 

CL 



c c 



3 

E 

E 

o 

o 

<0 



TO 

TO 

O) 

£ 

2 

CO 



TO 

E 

TO 

TO 

TO 

TO 

TO 

< 

00 



TO 

3 

TO 

> 

UJ 

TO 

CO 

o> 



" I 

■2 §■ 

TO TO 

<§ ® 
OQ 

Q. 



•:H 



(A rubric for enhancing peer dialogues or faculty assessments of reflective practice) 



o 

X 

m^m 

■o 

c 

0) 

Q. 

Q. 

< 



E 

o 

li. 

o 

(0 

n 

•a 

o 

o 

li. 

c 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Q. 

(0 

o 

o 

•a 



o 

Q. 

E 

(0 

X 

lU 



c. 

(/) Q) 

“ I, 

3 

C — ‘ 

•2£ 
S® CO 
(0 ^ 
m b 



> ^ 
$ "O 

0 o 

.2 ^ £ 

M ^ 0) 

® £ E 

£ CO 

E 2 

>% O 
CO ^ 



(/> 

Q. 

Ic 

(/> 

c 

g 

v-> 

i5 

0) 

(/> 

c3 

0 

0) 

CO 

> 

(0 



o 

u 

c 

0 

2 

1 

o CO 

5| 

"O 

= 

:&iS 

t CO 



(0 



o 

o 

!? 

3 

CO 



o 

o 



5 

c 

o 

E 

Q. 

O 

0) 

> 

o 

Q 

CNI 



CO 

o 

o 

c 

£ 

Q 

"co 

3 

*3 

> 

3 

c 



CO 




vH 

c.i 



o 

C-i 



ERIC 




U.S. Department of Education 

Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) 
Nah'onai Library of Education (NLE} 

Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) 

REPRODUCTION RELEASE 

(Specific Document) 






I. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION: 



Title: 



Evaluating Student Reflection 



Autfior(s): Dr. 

Corporate Source; 



Teri Grotty and Dr. Debra Allyn 

University of Wisconsin - River Falls 



Publication Date: 

Nov. 28, 2001 



II. REPRODUCTION RELEASE: 

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced in the 
monthly abstract Journal of the ERIC system, Resourcos in Education {RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy, 
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Senrice (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if 
reproduction release Is granted, one of the fotlowing notices is affixed to the document 

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottom 
of the page. 



Tha sanifple sQckar shoMn below win be The »rrple silcker shown balow be Tho sontpie sUcicer shown below will be 

affixod to oil lovol 1 documenle affbcod to oil Love) 2A <tocwncotg affbeed to oil Lovd 2B documents 







PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND 






PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND 




DISSEMINATE THIS hWERIAt. IN 




PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND 


DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS 




MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA 




DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN 


BEEN GRANTED BY 




FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY. 




MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 






HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 






c<f 




















TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 




TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 




TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 


INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) 




INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) 




INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) 


1 




2A 




2B 



Level 1 Level 2A Level 2B 



f t I 




Cheek here for Level 1 rdcaso. perniicii^g reproducUon Chedc hare for Level 2A reteasd. pennllQng reproducUon Check here for Lavei 2B release, permlcUng 

end dissemlniat^ In mlcronche or eUier ERIC archival and disseminate £n mlcruflcho and In electronic meiCa reproduction and disscmlno^ tn mloollche oiVy 

modio (o.fi,. electronic) endpaper copy. For ERIC archival collection subsenbers only 

DoGunwnts iva bo processed os Indicaled prenAded reproducUOA quality permlte. 

K permission to reproduce is granted, but no boot Is chocked, doccmcnis vs^tt be processed ai Level 1 . 



/ hereby grant to ttw Educationaf Resources infbrmation Center (ERiC) nonexdusivQ permission to reptoduce end disseminate this document 
as iJtdicated above. Reproduction from the ERtC mrcroftche or electronio media by persons other than ERIC employees and Its system 
contradoTs reqwres permission from the copyright holder Exception is made for noniirofjt reproduction by ttbmries and other service agencies 
to satisfy InfCrmdion needs of educators in response to discrete inQuirtos, 






Sign 

here,-* 

please 



Slgnaturi 






Orgrmistfian/Afldress: UniverS,^ty Ot WiSCOnSin— Kr 



Printed N&me/PosKlfin/Tttlec 

Teri Crotty/Chair Teacher Ed. 



410 S. 3rd St. 



Totephons: 7i5_425-356 



"D-tiT/av Q 1 1 






Address: ^ 

teri\crotty@ 



fax: 715-425-3242 



Date; 



11/28/01 



er|c 



uwrf.edu 



(over) 




III. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION {FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE): 

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source, please 
provide the following information regarding the availability of the document (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is publldy 
available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are significantly more 
stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.) 



Publisher/Distributor: 



Address: 



Price: 



IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER: 



If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and 
address; 




v. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM: 



Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse: 



However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the document being 
contributed) to: 

ERIC Processing and Reference Facility 
1100 West street, 2"^ Floor 
Laurel, Maryland 20707^598 

Telephone: 301-497-4080 
Toll Free: 800-799-3742 
FAX: 301-953-0263 
e-mail: ericfac@ineted.gov 
WWW: http://ericfac.piccard.csc.com 



EFF-088 (Rev. 9/97) 

“5‘=""'IOUS VERSIONS OF THIS FORM ARE OBSOLETE. 



